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THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE.

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
Ofice of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711

SEP 11 1986

SUBJECT: Draft Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Gui dance for
I mpacts of the North County Resource Recovery PSD Renmand

FROM Darryl D. Tyler, Director
Control Prograns Devel opnent Division (MD15)
TO Wnston A Snmith, Director
Air, Pesticides, and Toxi cs Managenent Divi sion
Region IV

We are witing in response to your coments on the subject draft
gui dance. In those comments, you cited concerns about the applicability of
the remand and the need for a consistent scientific basis to use in
determ ni ng negative health effects of unregulated pollutants. VWile we
share your latter concerns as a long termissue, we find your suggestions
difficult to address in the near term as is discussed bel ow

Wthin the draft policy, our recommendation regarding transition is
that the effects of the remand be limted to PSD permits issued after the
date of the remand, except for those subject to an appeals process. Wile
devel opi ng this recomendati on, we did consider your suggestion of applying
the decision retroactively. However, to inpose the effects of the remand to
PSD sources already with unchall enged authority to construct would cause
del ays and confusion beyond that typically intended when phasing in a new
policy. Accordingly, we proposed the transition period outlined in the
draft nenorandum as a reasonabl e conpromi se for inplenenting the intent of
the remand and maintaining equity and continuity within the PSD permtting
activity.

You al so suggested that a consistent scientific basis for determ ning
negative health effects of unregul ated pollutants should be prescribed in
order to reduce inconsistencies and to provide quantitative gui dance on the
degree to which those pollutants should affect best available contro

t echnol ogy (BACT) decisions. In practice, however, this is very difficult
to do, particularly in the near term The scientific debate on nmany of the
rel evant concerns which would need to be addressed will continue for nmany

years. Even if we could settle significant issues such as how to estinmate
the health effects due to various pollutants and how to rel ate
quantitatively these inpacts to the BACT decision process, this guidance
coul d not replace the case-by-case nature of the BACT requirenent in the

Clean Air Act. It may well be that no one scientific basis for deternining

health effects will energe and that such effects will need to be eval uated

on a case-by-case basis. In the meantine, we cannot freeze the permtting
2

process while awaiting the results of the scientific debate. Therefore
while we agree that your suggestion warrants consideration in the

devel opment of our long termpolicy, we continue to believe that the case-
by-case strategy advocated in the draft is a reasonable interim approach.

To summari ze, we agree philosophically with several of your comments
but continue to believe that our suggested approach is the appropriate one
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for the imrediate future. W do appreciate your participation in the
devel opment of interimpolicy pursuant to the remand and | ook forward to
receiving your input as we develop long-termpolicies affecting currently
unregul ated pollutants. |f you have any further commrent on this policy,
pl ease contact M chael Trutna of staff at 629-5591.

cc: G Em son



